Abstract. The main goal of this paper is to analyse the relationship between innovativeness and success perception by managers of Polish small-and mediumsized international new ventures (INVs). We apply statistical analysis (with the use of SPSS) to the original data set elicited from the two samples of Polish SME's by means of a questionnaire and CATI technique. Two measures of success have been taken into account: assessment of financial situation and success perception of managers relative to competitors. The outcomes have been evaluated against two hypotheses. The results indicate that the propensity to innovate in Polish INVs was slightly higher in the group of medium-sized firms as compared to the small ones. The relationship between innovativeness and market success was complex. In the majority of the analysed cases the respondents from the mediumsized innovative firms evaluated success at the market in the most favourable terms whereas those from small innovative firms -in the least favourable terms.
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW
Undeniably, growing complexity and volatility of business environment under intense globalization processes are the main reasons for searching new efficient methods to gain competitive advantage at the global markets. International new ventures (INVs) which are on the fast internationalization track often present combination of innovative, proactive and risk-taking attitude, overstepping national boundaries and aiming at new value creation. rarely introduced and firm remains small in size. This is the rationale for our first hypothesis implying a positive relationship between innovativeness and firms' size.
For M. Weber and J. Schumpeter, innovativeness is a fundamental attribute determining entrepreneurship. This assumption is the basis for the second hypothesis verified in this paper concerning the positive relationship between innovativeness and success for Polish INVs.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In the subsequent part, we introduce our research method and the hypotheses. Next, the discussion of our analysis results is presented. Finally, we provide the research conclusions.
RESEARCH METHOD AND HYPOTHESES
Presented research has been based on two survey studies with respondents from two representative samples of Polish international new ventures. The first was obtained in February-March 2013 (N = 256) by applying the computer assisted telephone interviews (CATI). The second was collected in SeptemberOctober 2014 (N = 233) with the use of the same method. The sampling frame was GUS data base (the "gross sample" included 19 594 firms). The sample has been selected under the following conditions:
• firm was established not earlier than 1990,
• it is not an outcome of M&A, • it's not a branch of a foreign firm, • it has not been privatized,
• it belongs to sector C -manufacturing firm (according to PKD classification),
• it started exporting during the first three years of the operations, • it has reached at least 25 percent of revenues from exports during the first three years since the start of exporting.
Such criteria have been adopted to satisfy both this research project scope (industrial activities only) and minimum requirements concerning identification of INVs (start-ups, engaging in export activities "shortly" after being established and deriving "important" portion of their revenues from exports).
According to the market research company which collected the data, the random sampling of enterprises (within two strata: small-and medium-sized enterprises) makes it possible to apply statistical inference for the obtained results.
The analysis has been focused on the manufacturing firms.
As mentioned above, we analyze the impact of the firm size (small or medium) on the innovativeness and on the relationship between innovativeness and managerial success perception. We formulate the following two main hypotheses:
H1: there is a positive relationship between the INV's size and its innovativeness, H2: there is a positive relationship between innovativeness of small-and medium-sized INVs and their market success (as declared by their managers).
The success has been measured by its managerial perception. For that purpose, the following two questions (with answers measured on 5-point Likert scale) have been included in the questionnaire: 1) "Considering the financial indices (e.g. profitability) for our firm, it can be concluded that our company has been successful", and 2) "Considering the situation on the (domestic and foreign) markets, where our firm operates, it can be concluded that our company has been successful in comparison to its competitors".
This success-evaluation method is the solution to the fact that the detailed financial data of unlisted enterprises are not published. Source: own calculations, N = 256
RESEARCH RESULTS
Medium-sized enterprises are marginally more innovative than the small ones (χ² = 3,55, p = 0,06). We may consider that the hypothesis H1 has been confirmed for this sample.
The results of the analysis of variance concerning the relationship between the first measure of the success perception (overall financial success), the size of enterprises and their innovativeness for the first sample is shown in table 2. Source: own calculations, N = 256.
It appears that both main effects are not significant, but there exists a significant interaction (shown in Figure 1 ). This interaction shows that for the small enterprises the hypothesis H2 is not confirmed. Although managers from the non-innovative firms evaluated their success better than those from the innovative ones, this difference is not significant.
The difference between innovative and non-innovative medium-sized enterprises was also not significant. Finally, innovativeness in medium-sized enterprises led to better evaluation of the financial success than innovativeness in the small enterprises. It should be stressed, however, that the value of 3 was a midpoint of the scales measuring the success (with the value range from 1 to 5) and all means above that value are in the "success zone".
For the second measure of success (success compared to competitors) in the first sample, neither the main effects nor interaction were significant (at the threshold of p = 0,1). The pattern of means is shown in Figure 2 . Small innovative firms and the medium-sized ones are also the "extreme" cases. Despite insignificant differences, the figure has been presented, because the pattern of numerical differences is similar to the evaluation of the first measure of success.
The percentages of innovative and non-innovative firms from the second sample are shown in the table 3. Source: own research, N = 233
Although, as in the case of the first sample, numerically (expressed in percentages), the small enterprises show less propensity to innovate than the medium-sized ones, the difference is not significant (χ² = 1,447, p = 0,261). Therefore, the hypothesis H1 is not confirmed for this sample.
The results of the analysis of variance concerning the relationship between the first measure of the success perception (overall financial success), the size of enterprises and their innovativeness, for the second sample will not be shown, because no significant differences have been found.
The pattern of means is shown in the figure 3. Despite nonsignificant differences, the pattern of means is shown because it is similar to the analogous relationship in the first sample also for the first measure of success (figure 1). Since the relationship is not significant it cannot lead to general conclusions.
The results of the analysis of variance concerning the relationship between the second measure of the success perception (success compared to competitors), the size of enterprises and their innovativeness for the second sample is shown in the table 4. a. R Squared = ,040 (Adjusted R Squared = ,027) Source: own calculations, N = 233
As distinct from the previous three cases, the main effect of enterprise size (employees) is marginally significant.
The means of answers reveal that, in general, non-innovative enterprises evaluated their success better than the innovative ones. The pattern of means is shown in figure 4 . The difference is not significant for the medium-sized enterprises, but it is significant for small ones. Managers from non-innovative firms were more satisfied with the results of competition on the market than those from the innovative ones. We may conclude that hypothesis H2 is not confirmed (no relationship) for the medium-sized enterprises, however, the results for the small enterprises suggest the opposite -a negative relationship.
Specific forms of innovations concerning marketing-mix tools (asked about independently of the previously analyzed innovations): innovations in distribution and innovations in promotion have been analyzed among firms from the second sample only. Questions about marketing innovations have been asked separately, because -as indicated results from open-ended questions from the first samplerespondents spontaneously declared negligible number of marketing innovations other than new products.
The percentages of innovative and non-innovative firms from the second sample are shown in the table 5. Source: own calculations, N = 233
Medium-sized enterprises have been slightly more innovative than the smaller ones in the domain of distribution (χ² = 3,682, p = 0,055). We may consider that the hypothesis H1 has been confirmed for this form of innovations in the second sample.
Since, as it has been indicated above, only a small minority -30 enterprises out of 233 (12.9%, see table 5) declared introducing innovations in distribution and secondly, no significant relationships have been found between success perceptions, firms size and innovativeness, the detailed results concerning innovations in distribution will not be discussed.
The propensity to innovate was substantially higher in the domain of promotion, because 101 firms out of 233 declared being innovative (43,3%, see table 6).
The percentages of innovative and non-innovative firms in the domain of promotion from the second sample are shown in the table 6.
Although numerically (expressed in percentages), the medium-sized enterprises show more propensity to innovate than the small ones, the difference is not significant (χ² = 0,551, p = 0,458). Therefore, the hypothesis H1 is not confirmed for this form of innovations. Source: own calculations, N = 233
The results of the analysis of variance concerning the relationships between the first measure of the success perception (overall financial success), the size of enterprises and their innovativeness in the domain of promotion, for the second sample, is shown in the table 7. Table 7 Tests of between-subjects' effects concerning the relationship between the success perceptions by managers and the size of enterprises and their innovativeness in the domain of promotion (second sample) a. R Squared = ,022 (Adjusted R Squared = ,009)
Source: own calculations, N = 233
Results are similar to the first analyzed case (table 2) with the two main effects being insignificant and with a marginally significant interaction.
The interaction pattern is shown in the figure 5. Although there is virtually no difference between the non-innovative firms, the extreme cases are the innovative ones: the small firms evaluated their success less favorably than the medium-sized ones.
The results of the analysis of variance concerning the relationship between the second measure of the success (success compared to competitors), the size of enterprises and their innovativeness in the domain of promotion, for the second sample, are shown in the table 8. a. R Squared = ,036 (Adjusted R Squared = ,023)
In this case the situation is different from the previous cases. Both main effects are either significant (size) or marginally significant (innovation in promotion), while the interaction between them is not. All means are shown in the figure 6. Larger firms gave better (or higher) evaluations of their success than the smaller ones and the same applied to the innovative ones, which evaluated their success in more favorable terms than the noninnovative firms. The case of innovations in promotion is the single one in the above-presented analyses, where innovative small companies evaluated their success better than the non-innovative ones (and where H2 was confirmed).
DISCUSSION
The presented analysis leads to the following observations: -referring to answers to two questions about the firms' success on the market, the values of means superior to 3 (with 5 being an upper limit) indicated that the majority of interviewed managers had considered their firms to be in the "success zone", regardless of being innovative or not, -in all but one of analysed cases, the innovative small companies evaluated their success in least favourable terms, and the innovative medium-sized companies -in the most favourable terms.
Our findings have important implications for the innovations-promoting policies in Poland. If innovations do not seem to improve the perception of market success in the case of small enterprises, should they be encouraged to innovate by persuasion, fiscal incentives or subsidies? Maybe imitation or subcontracting could be considered as a better strategy for those companies?
There is, however, a possibility of psychological mechanism leading to such results. It should be investigated if the mere fact of working on innovative solutions leads to higher expectation of market success in the minds of managers. Therefore, if the success is "moderate", this may create frustration instead of satisfaction. This situation should be analyzed in future research with the help of success measures based on financial indicators.
The situation is clear in medium-sized enterprises: innovation leads to better evaluation of firms' success on the market and innovation-promoting policies seem to be easier to justify in this case. This finding should be validated in further research on larger samples.
CONCLUSION
The main novelty of the presented research is the indication of the difference in managerial success perception between small and medium Polish INVs.
Obtained results lead to the conclusion that the hypothesis H1 has been partially confirmed: the medium-sized Polish INVs were more innovative than the small ones (the difference has not been significant in the second sample except for innovations in distribution).
As far as hypothesis H2 is concerned, there was no consistent relationship between innovativeness and the perceived success of Polish INVs on the market. Analysis of variance revealed the existence of repeated pattern of significant and not significant interactions.
This may be attributed to the fact, that bigger enterprises are better prepared to manage sophisticated innovation processes and to take advantage of new product introduction to the market. Therefore, the most appropriate conclusion from these findings is that relationship between innovativeness and success on the market of Polish INVs is complex and should be subject to further research based on larger and more diversified samples and data collected over a longer time horizon with repeated measures for the same companies.
